between acceptability and likelihood of engaging in the behaviors. Comparisons were made based upon the participants' age, gender, ethnicity and amount of weekly access to computers at home.
MAKING DECISIONS
Morals reflect an individual's evaluation of good and bad, right and wrong and norms or values held by social systems (Turiel, 1983) .There are several theories that explain how individuals make decisions. Quinn (2005) described four ethics theories that suggest how an individual may become motivated to take an action with duty, consequences and rights factoring into decisions. Quinn claimed that the criteria used to determine whether an action is ethical may be based on rules or whether the overall action causes more happiness than unhappiness. Some theories suggest that the decision may be made based solely on individual consequences, while other theories suggest that the broader impact on others will be more influential on the final choice. Kohlberg (1981) claimed that moral development transcends cultures, although individual responses are unique to cultural norms and practices. Woodbury (2003) suggested that decision-making involves five skills:
1. using examples, analogies and counter-examples to formulate opinions; 2. identifying the ethical issues involved in a situation; 3. determining who has an interest in any decision; 4. applying ethical codes to a situation, often dictated by professional organizations; and 5. determining and weighing alternative actions.
Woodbury continued that decisions are not always straightforward, as the individual is forced to consider what the better course of action may be, given all that they know about a situation and the consequences for taking action. In fact, sometimes people will take actions that are counter to their beliefs for either convenience or short-term gains (Severson, 1997) , especially if there is little chance of getting caught (Turiel, 1983; Willard, 2001) . Rationalizations are made as defense mechanisms in which plausible reasons are subconsciously concocted to justify unacceptable behaviors.
In terms of technology, Woodbury (2003) recognizes that while many groups within the population have had little involvement in the development of digital technologies, the non-neutral products of such development affect all users. She goes on to discuss how ethics related to computer use may be influenced by gender since males were the majority of early users and, therefore, the group which was most involved in early ethical decisions regarding its use.While he did not focus on the impact of technology on decisions, Bandura (1986) indicated that factors such as age, gender, ethnicity and social status influence decisions and actions. Boys and girls are treated stereotypically as they grow up, resulting in differing expectations and values which may extend to information technologies (Bandura, 1986; Damon, 1988) .The same may be true based on age, ethnicity or other characteristics.
Previous research
Several studies examined how age, gender, amount of computer use and ethnicity influenced behaviors involving technology. A 2004 online study of 1183 individuals between eight and 18 years old found that participants who were older than 13 believed that it was more acceptable to upload or download software than those who were 12 or younger (Business Software Alliance, 2004a) .This may reflect the younger group's recognition of potential consequences that parents might render if caught, a common influence during early moral development stages (Kohlberg, 1981) . A Pew Internet & American Life survey indicated that although 88 percent of Americans used the internet daily, the use varied widely based on gender, ethnicity and age (Fallows, 2004) . Therefore, it is logical that beliefs would vary also, based upon these factors.
A Business Software Alliance (2004b) study of 1000 adults found that while 34 percent of men felt that downloading copyrighted material without authorization was acceptable, only 27 percent of women agreed. Graziano and Rainie (2001) found similar results with a higher frequency of music downloads among males over females.These authors also found differences in the rate of music downloads based on ethnicity, with the percent of Hispanics who downloaded files (46%) greater than that of whites (26%) and blacks (30%).These results suggest that the levels of social acceptance of various technology-related behaviors may differ, based on ethnicity.
Van Buren (2001) reported the results of a three-year ethnographic study of the successes and failures of students' ethical use of the network at a technology-rich high school. It was found that students and staff spent a considerable amount of time off-curriculum because of student misuse and abuse of the school's networked computers. Ironically, the less computerproficient students were disciplined more than those with more skills because the less-skilled students got caught engaging in inappropriate behaviors more often than their more knowledgeable peers.The less-proficient students generally followed the school's culture of trust and their offenses primarily included inappropriate network use during school time. Interestingly, even the known hackers at the school did not use their knowledge to maliciously harm the school's network.These students discovered holes in the security system and shared this information with school personnel so that the problems could be rectified. None of the hackers had acted on their discoveries, despite their strong belief that they would be able to enter the system undetected.They received positive reinforcement from the fact that they had technological superiority over the adult staff members at the school. Computer proficiency influenced the beliefs and practices of the students in this study.
New Media & Society 9(5) Burnam and Kafai (2001) examined 24 third-grade students and 24 fifth-grade students to investigate whether there was a difference in reasoning related to the computer and the internet based on the grade level or gender of the students.The students were interviewed about their beliefs regarding four dilemmas, two of which involved the computer.The researchers matched the computer and non-computer scenarios.The results indicated a difference in how the third-graders perceived the computer and non-computer scenarios in terms of morality; the lack of understanding regarding issues such as copyright and appropriate internet use may have been factors contributing to their responses. In terms of the two social convention scenarios, the fifth-graders' responses to the computer and non-computer scenarios differed. Confusion about laws seemed to influence their responses as well. No differences in responses emerged when examining responses by gender.
Research questions
Previous research and information regarding ethical development suggests that there are many factors which influence individual decisions.To determine whether this was true in situations involving technology, three research questions were developed: 
METHOD Sample
The survey was administered to Central California students in various courses at junior high (grades 7-8), high school (grades 9-12) and college levels from November 2002 to January 2003. A total of 453 surveys were used in the data analysis. Some of the surveys contained incomplete demographic data or incomplete responses on the Likert scale survey items; therefore, the reported results total less than 453 in several tables.
Instrument
A survey requesting demographic information and self-reported responses to 22 vignettes was created and distributed (Appendix 1).The survey included 11 paired items likely to be viewed by many as unethical, one involving digital technology and a related scenario that did not.The items were randomly arranged on the survey to disguise the parallel nature of each pair.The parallel pairs are noted in Appendix 2. Survey items were reviewed by four faculty members to verify that each pair of items was parallel. Modifications were made incrementally, based on the feedback.Additional revisions were made, based on feedback from 30 sixth-grade students who field-tested the instrument.
The survey items were developed based on Severson's Principles of Information Ethics (1997), which described four broad themes: intellectual property, privacy, fair representation and doing no harm. Johnson and Nissenbaum (1995) listed responsibility and privacy as key issues with regard to computer ethics, topics very similar to Severson's themes.The selected survey scenarios represented only a sample of what could be queried; a more comprehensive picture of perceptions could be ascertained with a longer instrument. However, the length of time required for survey completion was an issue in the instrument design, forcing a smaller set of carefully-selected scenarios. Because of the survey design, responses to individual items were not analyzed. Rather, only summative information across the 11 technology items and the 11 non-technology scenarios was used in the data analysis.
Study participants were asked to provide two ratings for each survey item using a five-point scale.The first rating was the likelihood of engaging in the described activity, with choices including 'never', 'probably not', 'maybe', 'probably' and 'definitely'.The second rating was the acceptability of the survey item. Participants could choose 'not acceptable', 'probably not acceptable', 'not sure', 'probably acceptable' or 'definitely acceptable'.Their selections were converted to a number from 1-5.With regard to the likelihood of carrying out an action, 1 represented never participating and a 5 represented definite engagement in the activity. On the acceptability scale, 1 represented an action that was not acceptable, while a 5 represented an action that was definitely acceptable.The summed scores for the technology items and for the non-technology survey items could range from 11-55, with higher numbers indicating greater acceptance and a higher likelihood of carrying out the actions than lower sums.The difference between the acceptability sum and the participation likelihood sum was calculated for each participant. Several analyses were performed to determine whether responses differed by age, gender, ethnicity or amount of home computer use.The frequencies of responses to each survey item are displayed in Appendix 3.
The sensitive topics included in the survey could have possibly prompted participants to respond dishonestly in an effort to make themselves look better or worse than the reality (Gay and Airasian, 2003; Wiersma and Jurs, 2005) . Several efforts were made to control for this, although as with any selfreporting, there is no guarantee that the responses were accurate. In several cases, the surveys were distributed and collected by the researcher rather than by the classroom teacher.When the classroom teachers distributed the surveys, the participants returned their completed forms directly to an envelope so that their responses remained anonymous.The importance of honest responses was stressed to the participants.
After collecting the data, some of the demographic categories provided as response options on the survey were combined.With regard to ethnicity, the number of participants who identified themselves as one of the options other than white or Hispanic was small enough to warrant combining them into a larger group labeled 'Other'. Similarly, home computer use categories were regrouped into larger divisions: less than two hours per week, two to seven hours per week and eight or more hours per week.
RESULTS

Acceptability of the scenarios
The survey items were analyzed to determine how acceptable the technology-based survey items were, compared with the non-technology items.Whole group responses were analyzed, as were responses based on age, gender, ethnicity and computer use.These results are reflected in Table 1 .
For every analyzed group, paired t-tests indicated that the technology-based survey items were more acceptable to the participants than the non-technology items.To explore this finding further, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine whether response differences existed within each of the age, gender, ethnicity and home computer use categories (see Table 2 ). A highly significant difference by age was found among both the technology-based survey item responses and with regard to the non-technology items. In both cases, the post-hoc Scheffé indicated a highly significant difference between the responses of the junior high students and those of college-aged students ( p ϭ .003 on the technology items, p ϭ .000 on the non-technology items) and between the responses of the high school students and the college students ( p ϭ .000 on both the summed technology items and the summed non-technology items).With regard to the survey's 11 technology items, the post-hoc Scheffé denoted a significant difference between the responses of the junior high students compared with the high school students (p ϭ .015); however, no difference was found across the non-technology survey items ( p ϭ .060). Males were much more accepting of both the technology and the non-technology survey scenarios than females. The difference was highly significant in both cases ( p ϭ .000). Ethnicity also had an impact on survey responses.The post-hoc Scheffé indicated a difference between the responses of white and Hispanic students on both the technology (p ϭ .003) and the non-technology items ( p ϭ .011), with Hispanic students finding the scenarios more acceptable than the white students.There was no difference in the survey item responses based upon the number of hours of home computer use.
Likelihood of participating in the scenarios
It is possible that perceptions of the acceptability of the survey items did not differ from the likelihood of actually carrying out the actions. Paired t-tests
• were run to examine the responses, with results noted in Table 3 .With one non-conforming result, the means reflecting the likelihood of carrying out the technology items were significantly higher across all the comparison groups than the means of the non-technology items. Junior high participants were the exception, indicating a similar propensity to carry out the technology scenarios and the non-technology activities. These findings are examined further in Table 4 , in which the results of the ANOVA tests depict comparisons based on age, gender, ethnicity and amount of computer use. Highly significant differences existed by age.The post-hoc Scheffé indicated that on the summed technology-based items, there were significant response differences between the junior high and high school students ( p ϭ .000), between the junior high and college students ( p ϭ .031) and between the high school and college students ( p ϭ .000). On the non-technology items, differences existed between junior high and college responses (p ϭ .000) and between the high school and college responses (p ϭ .000), but not between the junior high and high school student perceptions (p ϭ .063). High school students were the most likely to carry out the actions, while the college students were least likely to do so. Males were more likely than females to carry out the survey items involving technology (p ϭ .000) and those items that did not ( p ϭ .000).There was no significant difference in the likelihood of carrying out the technology Consistency between acceptability and likelihood of participating The last set of analyses examined the differences between the acceptability of the survey items and the likelihood of participating in them. For each participant, the sum of the 11 items reflecting the likelihood of action was subtracted from the sum of the acceptability of the same items; the means of these differences were then calculated across the various comparison groups. These totals were calculated for the technology items and for the non-technology items. A negative value indicated a willingness to participate in an action perceived to be unacceptable.The results are noted in Table 5 .
There was a greater discrepancy between what the participants felt was acceptable and what they were willing to engage in among the technology items on the survey than the non-technology items. Across age ranges, the high school students exhibited the largest discrepancy ( p ϭ .000), while the junior high and college student responses were more consistent across the survey items.The difference between female responses was significant (p ϭ .014) while their male peers responded more consistently regarding acceptability and likelihood of acting upon the survey scenarios.There was a larger discrepancy among female responses to the technology items than to those items which did not involve technology.There was a significant discrepancy between the acceptability and action of the technology items compared to the non-technology items among white students, while no differences were found among Hispanic and other students. Significant differences between beliefs and actions existed for those using home computers for two to seven hours per week ( p ϭ .029) and those using a computer for more than eight hours per week ( p ϭ .003). Table 6 demonstrates that while no differences existed over the non-technology items for any of the tested groups regarding the acceptability of items and willingness to engage in them, there were two groups for which significant results were found among the summed technology scenarios. Responses to the technology items varied by age (p ϭ .000). A post-hoc Scheffé indicated that the high school student responses were very different to those of the junior high school students ( p ϭ .004) and the college students (p ϭ .005). For the technology items on the survey, the high school students had the greatest inconsistencies between perceptions of appropriateness and the likelihood of engaging in the activities.The responses to the technology survey items also were significant, based on the amount of home computer use (p ϭ .002).The post-hoc Scheffé indicated that the students who used computers for two or fewer hours a week had beliefs that more closely paralleled their stated actions than their peers who used home computers between two and seven hours per week ( p ϭ .046) and those who used a computer for eight or more hours per week ( p ϭ .007).
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The survey data reflected several interesting findings. Participant age appeared to be a factor in responses across both the technology-based survey items and the non-technology items.The college students had far more conservative beliefs and actions than junior high and high school students. A possible explanation is that junior and senior high students are still engaged in moral development, while college students have more firmly established views regarding what is right and wrong (Kohlberg, 1981) .The significant difference between the level of acceptability and the likelihood of participation between the high school students and the other two groups further substantiates the impact of age.The high school students indicated a much greater willingness New Media & Society 9(5) 782
• to engage in technology-based behaviors which they felt might be unacceptable than the junior high and college students. During the high school years, individuals may be able to rationalize inappropriate behaviors in ways that younger and older individuals do not. In high school, students may question authority and values that they previously assumed were true (Kohlberg, 1981) .The junior high students may base their beliefs and actions on rules and social norms; they may not heavily question practices or values, and rather accept what they have been told about what is right and wrong (Bandura, 1986) . Adults have had more time and experiences through which to develop their own personal belief system (Kohlberg, 1981) .
The difference between male and female responses was not surprising. Male participants were more accepting of, and more likely to engage in, the summed survey items than their female counterparts.This trend applied to the survey's technology items as well as to the non-technology items.The greater willingness of males than females to participate in the scenarios reflected societal stereotypes regarding appropriate behaviors by gender (Bandura, 1986; Damon, 1988; Turiel, 1983) .
The Hispanic participants were more accepting of the technology items and the non-technology scenarios than the white students. However, there was no difference in the reported behaviors by ethnicity among the survey's technology items. Among the non-technology items on the survey, Hispanic individuals were more likely than white individuals to carry out the actions. There was no difference between Hispanic responses and the responses of participants from other ethnic backgrounds.The results may reflect differences in cultures regarding what is acceptable. However, similar reported behaviors indicate that ethnicity alone did not influence the actions in which participants claimed they were willing to engage.
A surprising result was that there was no difference in the acceptability of the summed survey items or in the likelihood of carrying out the scenarios based on the average weekly access to a computer at home. However, while non-frequent computer users reported their actions to be very consistent with their levels of acceptability, the participants from the other two use-level groups were much more willing to engage in technology-based activities that they perceived to be unacceptable.There is some indication that as people use computers in increasing amounts, their actions may change.
Overall, and across the four examined sub-groups, the study participants felt that the summed digital technology scenarios were more acceptable than the parallel non-technology activities. In addition, the data indicated that there was a greater discrepancy between acceptability and action over the summed technology items than over the summed non-technology items.These results suggest that technology includes features that influence individual perceptions of what is right and wrong.These results are consistent with Willard's (2001) assertions that individuals rationalize activities involving technology because they think they will not get caught.Another contributory factor may be the lack of universal acceptance of 'rules' surrounding situations involving technology.
It is notable that although several significant results were found, the participants across all the groups were not very accepting of, and not very likely to engage in, the behaviors described in the survey.The summed scores for the 11 technology items and the 11 non-technology items could have ranged from 11-55.The highest sum across any of the examined groups was 25.40. Similarly, the difference between the sums for acceptance and behavior could have been as high as 44.The largest difference was 3.53. Although there were several significant findings, this is a relatively negligible mean value over 11 survey items. It would be interesting to track this over a period of years, to determine whether changes in technology and in society alter the results.
It seems logical that some computer ethics curriculum at the junior or high school level and beyond may familiarize individuals with factual information which can assist them in their decision-making processes. In a study that examined the impact on information technology on academic integrity, incidences of cheating decreased when students were required to sign and submit an honor code (Plowman, 2000) , suggesting that behaviors may change as a result of discussions and awareness. Ribble and Bailey (2005) echo this in their discussion of how 'digital citizenship' can be generated when students are given opportunities to talk about the appropriateness of technology scenarios. A curriculum for those engaged in technology-intensive fields may introduce them to professional standards of conduct as well as the consequences of deviating from acceptable practices. However, even with an information ethics curriculum, each individual must come to a conclusion regarding personal beliefs that will ultimately influence their practice.
The study results suggest that most individuals had a very clear sense of what they believed to be right and wrong. Although their responses were affected by the presence of technology in the survey scenarios, ultimately the participants were guided by strong ethical values.They rationalized the survey scenarios involving technology more than they were able to justify for the non-technology activities. However, they generally indicated that the situations were unacceptable and that they would not choose to engage in them. Decisions were influenced by the presence of technology, but technology was not the overwhelming factor that it could have been.There have always been individuals willing to engage in unethical behavior; technology only seems to give them new and different resources to do so. --5-7 hours --8-10 hours --More than 10 hours
For each item 5-26, please put a check in the column that indicates the likelihood that you would carry out what is described (assume you have the skills to do so) and also put a check in the column that indicates how acceptable the action is. 
